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Аннотация: в последние годы внимание России и внерегиональных государств к странам 
постсоветского пространства усилилось. Конкуренция между Россией и США, которая 
началась после распада СССР за постсоветское пространство, вышла на новый уровень. 
Для России постсоветское пространство является сферой жизненных интересов. Эконо-
мические и политические отношения с соседями, внутриполитическая ситуация в бывших 
советских республиках оказывают непосредственное влияние на развитие России. Этими 
факторами объясняется повышенный интерес к евразийской интеграции и интеграцион-
ному проекту — Евразийскому экономическому союзу (ЕАЭС). Подобные устремления 
России и поддержка интеграционного проекта со стороны части стран постсоветского 
пространства негативно воспринимаются США. Американская сторона не заинтересова-
на появлению новых региональных центров влияния на постсоветском пространстве, рас-
сматривая это в качестве угрозы своим интересам. В этом контексте, американская поли-
тика сосредоточена на противодействии развитию евразийской интеграции и укреплению 
влияния ЕАЭС. Несмотря на препятствия со стороны Запада, страны, входящие в ЕАЭС, 
последовательно предпринимают шаги, направленные на развитие интеграции. Дости-
жение долгосрочных целей, которые они определили в различных документах, должно 
вывести их на новый уровень экономического сотрудничества. Наряду с успехами, кото-
рые удалось достигнуть с момента создания ЕАЭС, евразийская интеграция сталкивается 
с рядом трудностей. Помимо внутренних проблем, большое влияние оказывают проблемы 
в мировой экономике. Они усилились после начала пандемии коронавируса, который не-
гативно сказался на развитии стран, входящих в ЕАЭС. 
Негативное влияние на интеграцию оказывают внутриполитические проблемы, с которы-
ми сталкиваются страны ЕАЭС. Внутриполитический кризис в Белоруссии, начавшийся 
во второй половине 2020 года, конфликт между Арменией и Азербайджаном в Нагорном 
Карабахе, обострение внутриполитической борьбы в Армении и Киргизии — все эти фак-
торы оказывали влияние на деятельность ЕАЭС в прошлом году и в начале 2021 года. Тем 
не менее, экономические трудности и политические события в отдельных странах, стрем-
ление внерегиональных государств оказать влияние на элиты постсоветских государств 
не изменили внешнеполитические приоритеты стран-участников ЕАЭС.
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Abstract: Russia and non-regional States have recently shown fresh interest in the countries of 
the former Soviet Union. The rivalry between Russia and the United States for the post-Soviet 
territory, beginning after the collapse of the USSR, has broken new ground. Russia considers the 
post-Soviet space as an area of vital interests. Economic and political relations with its neighbors, 
the internal political situation in the former Soviet Republics have a direct impact on the devel-
opment of Russia. These determinants can explain the renewed interest in Eurasian integration 
and an integration project — the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU). However, the USA hardly 
welcomes such aspirations of Russia and the support for the integration project on the part of 
some post-Soviet countries. The American side has no interest in the newly emerging regional 
centers of influence in the post-Soviet space, regarding this as a threat to its interests. Countering 
the development of Eurasian integration and strengthening the EAEU influence is the focus of 
US policy in this regard. The EAEU member countries are consistently taking steps to devel-
op integration despite obstacles from the West. The long-term objectives, defined in various 
documents by the countries, should put them on a new path of economic cooperation. Eurasian 
integration faces a number of difficulties along with the successes, achieved since the creation 
of the EAEU. The world economy problems, in addition to internal ones, exert a considerable 
influence. They intensified after the outbreak of the coronavirus pandemic, which negatively 
affected the development of the EAEU countries.
The internal political problems faced by the EAEU countries adversely affect integration. The 
internal political crisis in Belarus, beginning in the later 2020, the conflict between Armenia 
and Azerbaijan in Nagorno-Karabakh, worsened internal political struggle in Armenia and Kyr-
gyzstan are the factors that influenced the work of the EAEU last year and early 2021. Neverthe-
less, economic difficulties and political events in specific countries, the pursuit of non-regional 
states to influence the elites of the former Soviet states have not altered the foreign policy prior-
ities of the EAEU member states.
Keywords: Eurasian Economic Union, Eurasian integration, Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Armenia, USA
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Western policy since the collapse of the 
USSR has focused on extending the sphere of 
influence in the newly independent States. The 
developed states were in want of the ex-USSR 
countries solely as a raw materials appendix 
and cheap labor which figured on becoming 
equal participants in modern world politics 
through geopolitical maneuvering as well, ul-
timately weakened their positions, led to eco-
nomic losses and the forfeit of sovereignty.
The mechanism for the collapse of the 
USSR in the form of the CIS in real-world 
contexts created conditions for weakening the 
positions of political elites. Their approaches 
to managing the relationship with the most in-
dustrialized countries sat well with the West, 
which in a short time specified the subordinate 
nature of relations for the newly independent 
states part. The equal manner in bilateral rela-
tions, declared at the first stage of the relations, 
quickly transformed into the West dominance. 
This was due to the lack of a clear prospects 
understanding for their development from the 
political elites of the newly independent states 
that came to power, economic weakness ag-
gravated by the rupture of industrial relations. 
The ideas of national revival, considered in the 
new states as an alternative to party ideology 
and dominated in the institutions of power, af-
fected the situation.
Political statements by the West about adher-
ence to policies aimed at supporting the eco-
nomic development of the newly independent 
states were notable for their pompous rheto-
ric. The developed countries were not inter-
ested in the emergence of powerful countries 
in the post-Soviet space that could compete 
with Western companies and act as a center 
for reintegration. Moreover, the West was no 
incentive for forging integration groupings in 
the post-Soviet space, that could sustain barri-
ers to promoting economic interests and offer 
development alternatives. Due to its industrial 
potential, territory and military-political ca-
pabilities, Russia was the main contender for 
its authority as a hard core of the integration 
groupings. This explains the beginning of the 
geopolitical rivalry that took place between 
Russia and the West shortly after the collapse 
of the USSR. Therefore, the West perceived 
with suspicion and wariness all Russia’s ef-
forts aimed at creating integration groupings, 
establishing close political and economic rela-
tions with neighboring states, recovering lost 
ground during the collapse. This pushed the 
West to increase political and then economic 
pressure on Russia. Using different leverage 
power, Western countries have consistently 
strengthened their positions in the post-Soviet 
space, impeding Russian impact.
UNDERWAY TOWARDS EURASIAN 
INTEGRATION
The ideas expressed by the First President 
of Kazakhstan N. Nazarbayev in 1994 on Eur-
asian integration were not implemented. The 
countries of the post-Soviet space were busy 
creating political systems, combating econom-
ic and social problems. All integration ideas 
were viewed as a threat to the sovereignty of 
the newly independent States. Nevertheless, 
Russia and some of the post-Soviet countries 





discussed and implemented integration pro-
jects. The Union State of Russia and Belarus, 
the Eurasian Economic Community showed 
the post-Soviet countries willingness to coop-
erate in the economic sphere. However, it was 
an integration project within Russia, Belarus, 
Kazakhstan and Ukraine, which could be the 
most ambitious one. These countries support-
ed the idea of forming the Common Economic 
Space (CES). The corresponding agreement 
was signed in September 2003. However, 
Ukraine strongly criticized the signing of the 
document. As a result, Kiev refused to partic-
ipate in the implementation of the integration 
project.
The challenge of reintegrating the post-So-
viet space was one of the key ones for Russia. 
The increase of the foreign political influence 
of non-regional states, the reorientation of eco-
nomic ties and the willingness of the newly 
independent States to join ultimately Euro-At-
lantic structures posed a threat to Russia’s in-
terests. On the other hand, the West’s policy 
was aimed at increasing its influence in the 
post-Soviet space with the prospect of squeez-
ing Russia out. The increase in integration pro-
jects implementation has become relevant for 
Russia after the events in Georgia and Ukraine 
in 2003–2004. Politicians, who came to pow-
er in these countries, adjusted their foreign 
policies towards expanding cooperation with 
the West arising anti-Russian rhetoric in these 
countries. There was a reason on the back of in-
creased influence of Western states in Georgia 
and Ukraine in 2005 that the Russian president 
in his address to the Federal Assembly not only 
drew attention to the fact that the collapse of the 
USSR was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe 
of the century, “but also stated that Russia was 
“interested in synchronizing the pace and spec-
ification of reform processes in Russia and the 
states of the Commonwealth” [1].
The assessments of the Russian president 
drew criticism from the expert Western com-
munity. Mr. Putin statement was seen as “a de-
sire to restore the USSR by deepening integra-
tion with the former Soviet republics” [2].
Later, V. Putin outlined his position on 
a matter in the article “A new integration 
project for Eurasia — the future that is being 
born today”, published in 2011. According to 
V. Putin, who served as prime minister at that 
time, “an economically logical and balanced 
system of partnership between the Eurasian 
Union and the EU could create real conditions 
for changing the geopolitical and geo-eco-
nomic pattern of the entire continent and 
would have an undoubted positive global ef-
fect” [3]. In addition, V. Putin noted that “we 
propose a model of a powerful supranational 
association capable of becoming one of the 
poles for the modern world and at the same 
time playing the role of an effective” bridge 
“between Europe and the dynamic Asia-Pacif-
ic region” [4].
The presidents of Belarus and Kazakhstan 
also spoke out in support of the integration 
association. The positions of these countries 
were defined by their high dependence on 
cooperation with Russia. In particular, the Be-
larusian economy “was heavily dependent on 
its eastern neighbor” [5]. “More than half of 
Belarus’ foreign trade turnover was provided 
by Russia, a quarter of bank assets were con-
trolled by Russian financial groups, and more 
than half of foreign debt over the past decade 
was attracted from Russia” [6]. A similar sit-
uation was found in relations between Russia 
and Kazakhstan. This enhanced interest of the 
three countries in deepening trade and eco-
nomic cooperation.
In February 2012, the Eurasian Econom-
ic Commission (EEC) began to work, and in 
May a work plan for the drafting Treaty on 
the EAEU was approved. Then, in 2012-2014, 
Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan signed addi-
tional agreements to develop the Customs Un-
ion and the Common Free Market Zone.
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In a sign of extensive preparation for en-
hanced economic cooperation between Rus-
sia, Belarus and Kazakhstan, negotiations on 
Ukraine’s accession to the Customs Union 
were difficult and fruitless. The Ukrainian side 
sought to participate in the Customs Union 
exclusively on its terms and at the same time 
pursued a course of accession to the Europe-
an Union [7]. The West exerted great pressure 
on the Ukrainian authorities and sought to 
prevent the reintegration of the most econom-
ically developed countries of the post-Soviet 
space led by Russia.
Despite the opposition of the West and a pow-
erful opposition to integration initiatives with-
in Ukraine, Russia did not abandon its attempts 
to influence the position of Kiev. However, the 
Ukraine position, which since 2010 had taken 
a course towards signing an agreement with 
the EU on associated membership, remained 
unchanged. Viktor Yanukovych, the country’s 
president at that time, expanded cooperation 
with the EU and the United States, concur-
rently, maintaining close trade and economic 
relations with the countries that formed the 
Eurasian Economic Union. The negotiations 
ended in vain, and after February 2014, when 
the power in Ukraine changed, the Ukraine’s 
accession to the EAEU became irrelevant.
To disrupt integration projects, the West 
traded on the difficulties that existed in the 
countries of the post-Soviet space. First of 
all, the influence was exerted on the political 
elites that waged an internal political struggle, 
defending, among other things, different for-
eign policy priorities. For this reason, Russia, 
Belarus and Kazakhstan were discussing the 
principles of the new integration association in 
the long run, examining its activities, positive 
and negative factors from an internal political 
struggle perspective. The West accounted for 
the differences in national legislation, which 
made it difficult to “formulate unified princi-
ples of tax and customs administration” [8]. 
Finally, all the countries of the post-Soviet 
space strove to defend their national interests 
and were not ready to give up part of their sov-
ereignty. In addition, Belarus and Kazakhstan 
avoided the political component of the inte-
gration association, “reducing substantially its 
potential as a political entity” [9].
EAEU GENESIS
The meeting of minds on creating a multilat-
eral model of cooperation between Russia, Ka-
zakhstan and Belarus ended on May 29, 2014, 
when the parties signed the agreement on the 
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU). Article 
4 of the Treaty defines the goals of the organi-
zation as follows: “creating conditions for the 
stable economic development of the member 
states thereby improving the population’s liv-
ing standards; striving to form a single market 
for goods, services, capital and labor resourc-
es; fully modernizing, cooperating and boost-
ing national economic competitiveness in the 
global economy” [10].
The governing bodies of the EAEU (the 
Supreme Eurasian Economic Council and the 
Eurasian Intergovernmental Council), the Eur-
asian Economic Commission and the Court of 
the Eurasian Economic Union, inherently su-
pranational, were formed. Thus, the Eurasian 
Economic Commission is a permanent body 
that “carries out legal regulation of Eurasian 
economic integration and is endowed with su-
pranational powers to issue decisions for the 
EAEU member states” [11].
The creation of the EAEU took place against 
the backdrop of adverse processes in the econ-
omies of the EAEU member states. The domi-
nant headwinds in the economies of the coun-
tries of the Customs Union / Common Free 
Market Zone in 2014 were a growth retarda-
tion, uncertainty, and instability [12].
US-led Western countries had a major influ-
ence on the development of the EAEU [13]. 
After the collapse of the USSR, Washington 





exerted efforts to preserve the post-Soviet 
space defragmentation and prevent Eurasian 
integration. Back in 2012, when specific steps 
to develop Eurasian integration were dis-
cussed and debated, Hillary Clinton, then US 
State Secretary, said that Washington would 
try to identify appropriate responses to slow 
down or prevent the development of Eurasian 
integration” [14].
Geopolitical rivalry between Russia and the 
West intensified after the events in Ukraine. 
The reason for a sharp deterioration in relations 
between Russia and Western countries was the 
entry of Crimea into Russia in March 2014. If 
before that period the West sharpened criti-
cism of Russia, while simultaneously making 
efforts to expand its influence in the post-Sovi-
et space, then the policy of the West changed 
dramatically. The US and EU stepped up their 
criticism of Russia. The West went in for im-
posing sanctions against Russia, which sought 
not only to create the Eurasian Economic Un-
ion (EAEU), but also make it an effective in-
strument of its policy in the post-Soviet space. 
The clash of interests between Russia and the 
West led to a further aggravation of relations 
between them. Western countries viewed the 
advancement of the integration project as a 
threat to their interests.
Russian aspirations run counter to the US 
interests. The American side considered the 
post-Soviet space as a key region in which it 
could put more pressure on Russia. The EU 
was negative about the idea of integration uni-
fication under Russian control. The creation of 
the EAEU, which included two Central Asian 
countries (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan), and 
which had its own legal and economic agree-
ments, was viewed as a constraint to the imple-
mentation of the EU long-term interests in the 
post-Soviet space [15].
Anti-Russian sanctions introduced by West-
ern countries prompted Russia to further de-
velop relations within the post-Soviet space, 
creating additional conditions for expanding 
trade and economic relations between the 
EAEU member states. On the other hand, the 
EAEU countries saw advantages in the inte-
gration project that contributed to their eco-
nomic development and socio-economic sta-
bility. Thus, the EAEU countries have been 
formulating further plans designed to expand 
and strengthen cooperation in the integration 
association. The Eurasian Economic Commis-
sion has been discussing issues related to the 
further expansion of trade and economic coop-
eration within the EAEU.
ECONOMY AND THE CORONAVIRUS 
PANDEMIC
In 2020, the main fighting for dominance 
in the post-Soviet space was still taken place 
between Russia and Western countries, which 
pursued a drive to limit Russian influence. The 
West sought to act against Russia by employ-
ing sanctions, which, for their part, affected 
other EAEU countries.
The rivalry between Russia and the West for 
leadership in the post-Soviet space took place 
in the context of aggravating problems in the 
global economy and the coronavirus pandem-
ic. In 2020, the GDP of the EAEU countries 
decreased by 3,3%. The largest drop was in 
Armenia — minus 6,6%, primarily due to 
hostilities in Nagorno-Karabakh, and in Kyr-
gyzstan — by 6.3% — due to internal political 
events [16]. At the same time, global GDP de-
clined by 4,6% [16].
Despite the difficulties in economic growth, 
the impact of the pandemic, the EAEU coun-
tries have made some success. “Over the past 
five years, the dollarization of mutual trade 
decreased from 25% in 2015 to 19% in 2019. 
Further increase in the proportion of national 
currencies in mutual settlements of the EAEU 
countries would largely depend on deepening 
their trade and economic relations, as well as on 
the trading pattern and its diversification” [17].
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The introduction of a single currency within 
the EAEU has been discussed for a long time. 
However, so far the countries have not come 
close to solving this issue. The reason lies in 
fears that the transition to settlements in the 
Russian currency may limit the sovereignty 
of other countries. Timur Zhaksylykov, Minis-
ter of the Eurasian Economic Commission for 
Economics and Financial Policy, confirmed the 
lack of plans to introduce a single currency in 
February 2021. According to the official, “no 
agreement within the EAEU, no other act with-
in the EAEU mentions the introduction of a sin-
gle currency and there are no such plans” [18].
The United States was concerned about the 
willingness of a series of countries to drive 
down their dollar dependence. So, in Novem-
ber 2020, during the summit of the EAEU and 
China, the sides discussed the use of their own 
monetary and financial settlement system be-
tween partners to limit the dollar turnover [19]. 
Such plans caused concern in the United States, 
which negatively assessed the creation of such 
an alliance. This was stated in the report of the 
research service of the US Congress. In par-
ticular, the document emphasized that “many 
foreign governments, which became the target 
of US financial sanctions, and their economic 
partners have increasingly been studying and 
creating conditions for reducing their depend-
ence on the US dollar” [20].
The EAEU countries have managed to 
agree on the principles for the further devel-
opment of the EAEU. In January 2021, the 
Eurasian Economic Commission adopted a 
document “On strategic directions for the de-
velopment of Eurasian economic integration 
until 2025” (came into force on January 12, 
2021) [21]. It identified the key tasks for the 
EAEU member states in the development of 
Eurasian integration. In particular, the docu-
ment emphasized that “the permanent strate-
gic direction is the completely removing bar-
riers and to the maximum reducing exceptions 
and restrictions” [21]. At the meeting in Jan-
uary 2021, Russian president emphasized the 
need to create a “common market for goods, 
services, capital and labor, as well as a single 
digital space” [22]. Russian President V. Pu-
tin stressed that “most sectors of the economy, 
common markets have already been created 
and are working successfully. Preparations are 
underway to create a common financial market 
for the EAEU. We have launched a program 
to create common markets for gas, oil and oil 
products” [22]. According to the Russian pres-
ident, “over the six years of the association’s 
existence, despite the difficult external situa-
tion, a lot has been accomplished. In 2019, the 
mutual trade turnover of the Union states in-
creased by 35% compared to 2015 and amount-
ed to $ 61,6 billion. The share of the EAEU 
countries in foreign trade also increased: from 
7.8% in 2015 to 8,6% in 2020”[23].
Challenges in the economies of the most 
developed states did not diminish the interest 
of the West in the countries of the post-Soviet 
space. The West is seeking to further defrag-
ment the post-Soviet space, reduce the level 
of their cooperation with Russia and create in-
formal blocs based on anti-Russian sentiments. 
These tasks determined the directions and ap-
proaches of the West regarding the countries 
of the post-Soviet space. Thus, the West is sen-
sitive to the feelings arisen in the countries of 
the post-Soviet space. Some countries of the 
post-Soviet space have developed a consensus 
among the ruling elite regarding the nature of 
their relations with Russia and foreign policy 
implementation.
The priority of the West in the last decade 
was to support political elites in the countries 
of the post-Soviet space which were ready to 
implement an anti-Russian course. That pol-
icy was carried out during the US President 
George W. Bush term. Under the next presi-
dents, such external policies course continued. 
Under the new US President J. Biden, Western 





foreign policy, aimed at supporting the oppo-
sition in the post-Soviet countries, has been 
pursued with continuity. For the West, the task 
of finding loyal elites in the power, who nega-
tively assess cooperation with Russia, remains 
an urgent task. This allows the West to count 
on the successful promotion of its interests in 
the countries of the post-Soviet space and con-
tain Russia.
Economic challenges are pushing the US 
to increase its pressure on Russia, oppose 
the Russian-Chinese rapprochement. “Recent 
years have been characterized by an exacer-
bation of trade and economic contradictions 
between leading economies thereon the shift 
in «the centers of economic power», which 
led to a surge in protectionism, escalation of 
trade wars and the revision of trade agree-
ments” [24]. Specifically, the Sino-American 
rivalry in the trade sphere has headed up. The 
US efforts to put pressure on Beijing have 
failed. At the same time, the Chinese side has 
gradually been reducing its dependence on the 
United States.
The West makes active use of democracy 
field and respect for human rights in its strug-
gle for the post-Soviet space. Interference in 
the internal affairs of the post-Soviet coun-
tries is associated with the promotion of the 
integration project. It is no coincidence that 
Alexei Pushkov, chairman of the Federation 
Council’s commission on information policy 
with the media, noted that “competition in the 
post-Soviet space is intensifying. ... the Bid-
en administration appears to be betting on the 
intensification of American efforts to separate 
the former-Soviet republics from Russia” [25]. 
The German expert Alexander Rahr shared 
the opinion and also believed that “along with 
Biden would people come who supported the” 
orange revolutions “in the post-Soviet space in 
the 2000s” [25].
In 2020–2021, the tide was towards coor-
dination the US foreign policy actions with 
the EU. The American president, speaking at 
the State Department, noted: “And we will be 
more effective in dealing with Russia when we 
work in coalition and coordination with other 
like-minded partners” [26]. Such an alliance, 
initially unequal, pushes Russia to cooperate 
more closely with China. And although Bei-
jing is consistently expanding its presence in 
the post-Soviet space, in the face of unrelent-
ing pressure from the West, the Russian-Chi-
nese alliance can provide a basis for the new 
balance of power.
CONCLUSION
Promotion of the integration project will 
lead to a sharp strengthening of Russia’s for-
eign policy positions. The EAEU will attract 
other post-Soviet states. Moreover, European 
integration is rather difficult for many coun-
tries of the post-Soviet space [27].
The EAEU is still at the beginning of its 
formation. This inevitably generates conflicts 
between its participants due to clash of their 
interests. The reasons for this lie in the fact 
that initially the unification projects were con-
ceived as political or geopolitical formations 
and the economic consequences were not 
fully calculated [28]. Nevertheless, the coun-
tries of the EAEU are focusing on expanding 
economic interaction, considering Eurasian 
integration as a prerequisite for the subse-
quent development of national economies 
and a move towards political stability. The 
prospects for Eurasian integration are topi-
cal to the internal political development of 
the EAEU member countries, as well as their 
abilities and capabilities to coordinate nation-
al interests. It is obvious that the benefits of 
integration processes can be gained instantly. 
“The creation of the EAEU opens up chanc-
es for stabilization the economic situation in 
countries participating in Eurasian integration, 
and in the future, for modernization and rein-
dustrialization” [29].
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The creation of the Eurasian Economic 
Union is a priority of Russian foreign poli-
cy. Reintegration of the post-Soviet space is 
a prerequisite for the development of Russia. 
It reduces the threat of «sanitary corridors» 
formation around Russian borders, which can 
limit its potential for influencing the post-So-
viet space.
ЛИТЕРАТУРА:
1. Послание Федеральному Собранию Россий-
ской Федерации. 2005. 25 апреля. http://www.
kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/22931 
(дата обращения: 13.01.2021).
2. Putin’s Grand Strategy: The Eurasian Union and 
Its Discontents. Ed.: S. Frederick Starr, Svante 
E. Cornell. Central Asia-Caucasus Institute & 
Silk Road Studies Program. 2014. 203 p.
3. Путин В. В. Новый интеграционный проект 
для Евразии — будущее, которое рождается 
сегодня. Известия. 2011. 5 октября.
4. Барахова А., Бутрин Д., Габуев А., Иванов М., 
Калитка В. Хамраев В. Владимир Путин вы-
ступил в пространство. Коммерсант. 2011. 
5 октября. С. 1. https://www.kommersant.ru/
doc/1788017 (дата обращения: 23.01.2021)
5. Шурубович А. В. Евразийская интеграция в 
восприятии белорусов. Россия и новые госу-
дарства Евразии. 2014;1:9-25.
6. Кузьмина Е. М. Евразийский экономический 
союз: испытание кризисом. Проблемы пост-
советского пространства. 2015;1:12.
7. Якименко Ю. Ход и перспективы россий-
ско-украинского диалога о вступлении Укра-
ины в Таможенный союз в оценках СМИ. 
Резонанс. 2013;6:6.
8. Арупов А. А., Абайдуллаева М. М. Перспек-
тивы формирования и развития Единого 
экономического пространства. Сборник ма-
териалов научно-практической конферен-
ции (г. Алматы, 15 ноября 2011 г.) / Под ред. 
Б. К. Султанова. — Алматы: КИСИ при Пре-
зиденте РК. 2012. С. 49-63.
9. Дурдыева А. А. Дилемма интеграций на ев-
разийском пространстве в контексте украин-
ских событий. Вестник МГИМО. 2015;3:136.
10. Договор о Евразийском экономическом сою-
зе. Москва. 2014. 680 с.
11. Бекяшев К. А., Бекяшев Д. К., Каш-
кин С. Ю. Моисеев Е. Г., Сулейманов Т. В. 
Международно-правовые основы создания и 
функционирования Евразийского экономиче-
ского союза. Москва: Проспект; 2015. С. 50.
12. Кузьмина Е. М. Евразийский экономический 
союз: испытание кризисом. Проблемы пост-
советского пространства. 2015;1:5-16
13. Шуцунь В., Цинсун В. Перспективы евра-
зийского интеграционного проекта и его по-
следствия для Китая. Проблемы националь-
ной стратегии. 2013;3:91




15. Жильцов С. С. Стратегия Запада на постсо-
ветском пространстве / Мировая политика 
в фокусе современности. Ред. М. А. Ней-
марк. Москва: Дашков и К0; 2019. С. 72-106.
16. Шустов А. Темпы падения экономик ЕАЭС 





17. Винокуров Е., Лаврова Н., Петренко В. По-
вышение роли национальных валют ЕАЭС в 
международных расчетах. Москва: Евразий-
ский банк развития; 2021. 21 с.
18. В ЕАЭК заявили, что ЕАЭС не планирует 
вводить единую валюту. 2021. 5 февраля. 
https://www.ritmeurasia.org/news--2021-02-
05--v-eek-zajavili-chto-eaes-ne-planiruet-







19. Кряжева А. Санкции США как стимул к де-
долларизации на евразийском пространстве. 
2021. 15 февраля. https://www.ritmeurasia.
org/news--2021-02-15--sankcii-ssha-kak-
stimul-k-dedollarizacii-na-evrazijskom-
prostranstve-53267 (дата обращения: 
18.02.2021)
20. Dianne E. Rennack, Rebecca M. Nelson 
Economic Sanctions: Overview for the 117th 
Congress. January 15. 2021. URL: https://
crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/
IF11730 [Accessed: 18.02.2021]
21. «О стратегических направлениях развития 
евразийской экономической интеграции до 
2025 года». Евразийская экономическая ко-
миссия. Вступила в силу 12 января 2021 года. 
Евразийский экономический союз. Право-
вой портал. URL: https://docs.eaeunion.org/
docs/ru-ru/01528320/err_12012021_12 (дата 
обращения: 17.01.2021)
22. Совещание по вопросу реализации интегра-
ционных проектов на пространстве Евразий-
ского экономического союза. 2021. 20 янва-
ря. Сайт президента РФ. URL: http://www.
kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/64909 
(дата обращения: 03.02.2021)
23. Путин: странам ЕАЭС нужно эффективно 
координировать усилия по борьбе с корона-
вирусом. 2021. 20 января. URL: https://tass.
ru/obschestvo/10505305 (дата обращения: 
01.02.2021)
24. Аналитический доклад «О макроэкономиче-
ской ситуации в странах-членах Евразийско-
го экономического союза и предложениях по 
обеспечению устойчивого экономического 
развития». Москва: Евразийская экономиче-
ская комиссия; 2019. С. 30.
25. Деркул О. Новая администрация США 
и угрозы постсоветскому простран-
ству. 2021. 8 февраля. URL: https://www.
ritmeurasia.org/news--2021-02-08--novaja-
administracija-ssha-i-ugrozy-postsovetskomu-
prostranstvu-i-53153 (дата обращения: 
15.02.2021)
26. Remarks by President Biden on America’s 





27. Мендкович Н.А. На пути к Евразийскому 
экономическому чуду. Россия и интеграция 
на постсоветском пространстве. Москва: 
Алгоритм; 2015. С. 207.
28. Фоминских О. Взгляд из Беларуси: Казах-
стану пора отпустить тенге. Капитал. 2015. 
7 июля.
29. Кузьмина Е. М. «Большая Евразия»: инте-
ресы и возможности России при взаимодей-




1. Address to the Federal Assembly of the Russian 
Federation. April 25. 2005. URL: http://www.
kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/22931 
[Accessed: 13.01.2021] (In Russ.)
2. Putin’s Grand Strategy: The Eurasian Union 
and Its Discontents. Ed.: S. Frederick Starr, 
Svante E. Cornell. Central Asia-Caucasus Insti-
tute & Silk Road Studies Program. 2014. 203 p.
3. Putin V. V. A new integration project for Eur-
asia — the future that is being born today. Iz-
vestia. October 5, 2011. (In Russ.)
4. Barakhova A., Butrin D., Gabuev A., Ivanov 
M., Kalitka V. Khamraev V. Vladimir Putin 
addressed the space. Kommersant. October 5, 
2011. p. 1. URL: https://www.kommersant.ru/
doc/1788017 [Accessed: 23.01.2021] (In Russ.)
Проблемы постсоветского пространства / Post-Soviet Issues
18
Международные отношения и мировая политика
2021;8(1):8-19
5. Shurubovich A. V. Eurasian integration in the 
perception of the Belarusians. Russia and the 
new states of Eurasia. 2014;1:9-25. (In Russ.)
6. Kuzmina E. M. Eurasian Economic Union: Test-
ing by the Crisis. Post-Soviet Issues. 2015;1:12. 
(In Russ.)
7. Yakimenko Y. Progress and Prospects of the 
Russian-Ukrainian Dialogue on Ukraine’s Ac-
cession to the Customs Union in Media Assess-
ments. Resonance. 2013;6:6.
8. Arupov A. A., Abaydullaeva M. M. Prospects 
for the formation and development of the Com-
mon Free Market Zone. Collection of materials 
of the Research-to-Practice Conference (Al-
maty, November 15, 2011). Ed. B. K. Sultanov. 
Almaty: KISS under the President of the Repub-
lic of Kazakhstan; 2012. pp. 49-63.
9. Durdyeva A. A. The dilemma of integration in 
the Eurasian space in the context of Ukrainian 
events. Vestnik MGIMO. 2015;3:136.
10. Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union. Mos-
cow. 2014. 680 p. (In Russ.)
11. Bekyashev K. A., Bekyashev D. K., Kashkin 
S. Yu., Moiseev E. G., Suleimanov T. V. Inter-
national legal framework for the creation and 
functioning of the Eurasian Economic Union. 
Moscow: Prospect; 2015. p. 50.
12. Kuzmina E. M. Eurasian Economic Un-
ion: Testing by the Crisis. Post-Soviet Issues. 
2015;1:5-16.
13. Shutsun V., Qingsun V. Prospects of the Eur-
asian integration project and its implications 
for China. Problems of national strategy. 
2013;3:91.
14. Is the Eurasian Union ready for expansion? 
July 13, 2016. URL: http://eurasia.expert/got-
ov-li-evraziyskiy-soyuz-k-rasshireniyu/ [Ac-
cessed: 29.01.2021] (In Russ.)
15. Zhiltsov S.S. The strategy of the West in the 
post-Soviet space / World politics in the focus 
of our time. Ed. M.A. Neimark. Moscow: Dash-
kov and Co; 2019. pp. 72-106. (In Russ.)
16. Shustov A. The rates of declining the EAEU 
economies in 2020 fell below the world ones. 
2021. February 24. URL: https://www.ritmeur-
asia.org/news--2021-02-24--tempy-padeni-
ja-ekonomik-eaes-v-2020-g.-okazalis-nizhe-
mirovyh-53402 [Accessed: 26.02.2021] (In 
Russ.)
17. Vinokurov E., Lavrova N., Petrenko V. Enhanc-
ing the role of the EAEU national currencies in 
international settlements. Moscow: Eurasian 
Development Bank; 2021. 21 p.
18. The EAEC said that the EAEU does not plan 





19. Kryazheva A. US sanctions as an incentive to 
de-dollarization in the Eurasian space. 2021. 
February 15. URL: https://www.ritmeurasia.
org/news--2021-02-15--sankcii-ssha-kak-
stimul-k-dedollarizacii-na-evrazijskom-pros-
transtve-53267 [Accessed: 18.02.2021] (In 
Russ.)
20. Dianne E. Rennack, Rebecca M. Nelson Eco-
nomic Sanctions: Overview for the 117th Con-
gress. January 15. 2021. URL: https://crsreports.
congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11730 [Ac-
cessed: 18.02.2021]
21.  «On strategic directions for the development 
of Eurasian economic integration until 2025». 
Eurasian Economic Commission. Came into 
operation on January 12, 2021. Eurasian Eco-
nomic Union. Legal portal. URL: https://
docs.eaeunion.org/docs/ru-ru/01528320/
err_12012021_12 [Accessed: 17.01.2021] (In 
Russ.)
22. Meeting on the implementation of integration 
projects in the space of the Eurasian Economic 
Union. 2021. January 20. Site of the President 
of the Russian Federation. URL: http://www.
kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/64909 
[Accessed: 03.02.2021] (In Russ.)
23. Putin: EAEU countries need to effectively co-
ordinate efforts to combat coronavirus. 2021. 





January 20. URL: https://tass.ru/obschest-
vo/10505305 [Accessed: 01.02.2021] (In Russ.)
24. Analytical report «On the macroeconomic sit-
uation in the member countries of the Eurasian 
Economic Union and proposals to ensure sus-
tainable economic development». Moscow: 
Eurasian Economic Commission; 2019. p. 30.
25. Derkul O. The new US administration and 
threats to the post-Soviet space. 2021. Febru-
ary 8. URL: https://www.ritmeurasia.org/news-
-2021-02-08--novaja-administracija-ssha-i-
ugrozy-postsovetskomu-prostranstvu-i-53153 
[Accessed: 15.02.2021] (In Russ.)
26. Remarks by President Biden on America’s 





27. Mendkovich N. A. Towards a Eurasian Eco-
nomic Miracle. Russia and integration in the 
post-Soviet space. Moscow: Algorithm; 2015. 
207 p.
28. Fominskikh O. A look from Belarus: it’s time 
for Kazakhstan to release tenge. Capital. 2015. 
July 7.
29. Kuzmina E. M. Greater Eurasia: Russia’s Inter-
ests and Opportunities in Interaction with Chi-
na. Post-Soviet Issues. 2017;4(3):229-239. (In 
Russ.)
ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ОБ АВТОРЕ / INFORMATION ABOUT THE AUTHOR
Сергей С. Жильцов, Доктор политических 
наук, Дипломатическая академия МИД 
России, Москва, Россия; 119021, Россия, 
Москва, ул. Остоженка 53/2, стр. 1; Россий-
ский университет дружбы народов, Москва, 
Россия; 117198, Россия, Москва, ул. Ми-
клухо-Маклая, д. 6;
serg.serg56@mail.ru
Sergey S. Zhiltsov, Doctor of Political 
Sciences, Diplomatic Academy of the Rus-
sian Foreign Ministry, Moscow, Russia; 53/2, 
b. 1 Ostozhenka st., Moscow, 119021, Rus-
sia; People’s Friendship University of Russia, 
Moscow, Russia; bld. 6, Miklukho-Maklaya 
st., Moscow, 117198, Russia;
serg.serg56@mail.ru 
